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Mr. EWING and Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut changed their vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

Messrs. ARCHER, MILLER of Florida
and STEARNS changed their vote from
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.
f

REPORT CONCERNING NATIONAL
EMERGENCY WITH RESPECT TO
IRAN—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 105–252)

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska) laid before the
House the following message from the
President of the United States; which
was read and, without objection, re-
ferred to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and ordered to be
printed.
To the Congress of the United States:

I hereby report to the Congress on
developments since the last Presi-
dential report of November 25, 1997,
concerning the national emergency
with respect to Iran that was declared
in Executive Order 12170 of November
14, 1979. This report is submitted pursu-
ant to section 204(c) of the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act (IEEPA), 50 U.S.C. 1703(c). This re-
port covers events through March 31,
1998. My last report, dated November
25, 1997, covers events through Septem-
ber 30, 1997.

1. There have been no amendments to
the Iranian Assets Control Regula-
tions, 31 CFR Part 535 (the ‘‘IACR’’),
since my last report.

2. The Iran-United States Claims Tri-
bunal (the ‘‘Tribunal’’), established at
The Hague pursuant to the Algiers Ac-
cords, continues to make progress in
arbitrating the claims before it. Since
the period covered in my last report,
the Tribunal has rendered one award.
This brings the total number of awards
rendered by the Tribunal to 585, the
majority of which have been in favor of

U.S. claimants. As of March 31, 1998,
the value of awards to successful U.S.
claimants paid from the Security Ac-
count held by the NV Settlement Bank
was $2,480,897,381.53.

Since my last report, Iran has failed
to replenish the Security Account es-
tablished by the Algiers Accords to en-
sure payment of awards to successful
U.S. claimants. Thus, since November
5, 1992, the Security Account has con-
tinuously remained below the $500 mil-
lion balance required by the Algiers
Accords. As of March 31, 1998, the total
amount in the Security Account was
$125,888,588.35, and the total amount in
the Interest Account was $21,716,836.85.
Therefore, the United States continues
to pursue Case No. A/28, filed in Sep-
tember 1993, to require Iran to meet its
obligation under the Algiers Accords to
replenish the Security Account.

The United States also continues to
pursue Case No. A/29 to require Iran to
meet its obligation of timely payment
of its equal share of advances for Tri-
bunal expenses when directed to do so
by the Tribunal. Iran filed its Rejoin-
der in this case on February 9, 1998.

3. The Department of State continues
to respond to claims brought against
the United States by Iran, in coordina-
tion with concerned government agen-
cies.

On January 16, 1998, the United
States filed a major submission in Case
No. B/1, a case in which Iran seeks re-
payment for alleged wrongful charges
to Iran over the life of its Foreign Mili-
tary Sales (FMS) program, including
the costs of terminating the program.
The January filing primarily addressed
Iran’s allegation that its FMS Trust
Fund should have earned interest.

Under the February 22, 1996, settle-
ment agreement related to the Iran Air
case before the International Court of
Justice and Iran’s bank-related claims
against the United States before the
Tribunal (see report of May 16, 1996),
the Department of State has been proc-
essing payments. As of March 31, 1998,
the Department of State has author-
ized payment to U.S. nationals totaling
$13,901,776.86 for 49 claims against Ira-
nian banks. The Department of State
has also authorized payments to sur-
viving family members of 220 Iranian
victims of the aerial incident, totaling
$54,300,000.

During this reporting period, the full
Tribunal held a hearing in Case No. A/
11 from February 16, through 18. Case
No. A/11 concerns Iran’s allegations
that the United States violated its ob-
ligations under Point IV of the Algiers
Accords by failing to freeze and gather
information about property and assets
purportedly located in the United
States and belonging to the estate of
the late Shah of Iran or his close rel-
atives.

4. U.S. nationals continue to pursue
claims against Iran at the Tribunal.
Since my last report, the Tribunal has
issued an award in one private claim.
On March 5, 1998, Chamber One issued
an award in George E. Davidson v. Iran,
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AWD No. 585–457–1, ordering Iran to pay
the claimant $227,556 plus interest for
Iran’s interference with the claimant’s
property rights in three buildings in
Tehran. The Tribunal dismissed the
claimant’s claims with regard to other
property for lack of proof. The claim-
ant received $20,000 in arbitration
costs.

5. The situation reviewed above con-
tinues to implicate important diplo-
matic, financial, and legal interests of
the United States and its nationals and
presents an unusual challenge to the
national security and foreign policy of
the United States. The Iranian Assets
Control Regulations issued pursuant to
Executive Order 12170 continue to play
an important role in structuring our
relationship with Iran and in enabling
the United States to implement prop-
erly the Algiers Accords. I shall con-
tinue to exercise the powers at my dis-
posal to deal with these problems and
will continue to report periodically to
the Congress on significant develop-
ments.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, May 13, 1998.
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MANDATES INFORMATION ACT OF
1998

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska). Pursuant to
House Resolution 426 and rule XXIII,
the Chair declares the House in the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 3534.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly, the House resolved
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3534) to
improve congressional deliberation on
proposed Federal private sector man-
dates, and for other purposes, with Mr.
SESSIONS in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the

rule, the bill is considered as having
been read the first time.

Under the rule, the gentleman from
New York (Mr. SOLOMON) and the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAK-
LEY) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SOLOMON).

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in a bit of
ecstacy, not only for the passage of the
last bill, but to bring to this floor an-
other very important bill on behalf of
business and industry and all Ameri-
cans, and that is H.R. 3534, the Man-
dates Information Act of 1998. Today,
the House will build on the important
work that the 104th Congress began in
the area of unfunded intergovern-
mental mandates and private sector
mandates.

Mr. Chairman, the House has oper-
ated under the strictures of the Un-

funded Mandate Reform Act since Jan-
uary of 1996. It is the opinion of the
Committee on Rules that this statute
has served the House well and we are
prepared to recommend a modest im-
provement on it today, one that affects
not only the public sector, and that
means towns and villages and cities
and counties and States, but now it af-
fects the private sector.

A report from the Congressional
Budget Office last year found, not sur-
prisingly, that the Republican-con-
trolled Congress has not passed un-
funded mandates on State and local
governments on the private sector.
CBO has found in the last 2 years only
11 percent of the bills and amendments
they analyzed contained intergovern-
mental mandates, and just 2 percent
contained costs exceeding the $50 mil-
lion threshold into the law.

On the private sector side, CBO has
found that only 13 percent of the bills
and amendments contained private sec-
tor mandates and a scant 5 percent
contained costs exceeding the $100 mil-
lion threshold.

CBO appeared before the Committee
on Rules’ oversight hearings on the op-
eration of the law, and they testified
that the goals of the law providing reli-
able information for Members and the
public, as well as congressional ac-
countability for passing a mandate,
have largely been met. In other words,
we succeeded in doing what we set out
to do.

Under that law, CBO has prepared
these estimates for committee reports,
and the information on public and pri-
vate sector mandates has been avail-
able for Members when they come to
this floor to vote so that they know
what the long-range ramifications of
casting that vote will be.

In the opinion of the Committee on
Rules, the underlying law has served as
an effective deterrent for Congress to
mandate, because of the point of order
available on the House floor.

There have been instances in the
Committee on Rules’s experience
where a mandate on the public or pri-
vate sector was discovered and the of-
fending language was deleted or altered
in a rule in an effort to address the
concerns, rather than face an auto-
matic debate on the vote on the floor.
In other words, Congress has paid at-
tention and they have not brought
these unfunded mandates to the floor
knowing they are going to have to face
this test.

The law has worked in a manner im-
possible to quantify in these instances,
Mr. Chairman.

At the close of the 104th Congress,
the Committee on Rules was pleased to
report to the House in its activity re-
port that in the first year of existence
of the unfunded mandate law, it could
find no single instance in which it had
waived the unfunded mandates point of
order, not once. There were several in-
stances in which the committee waived
all points of order, but in those cases
the committee was not aware of any

CBO estimate of an unfunded mandate
in the underlying legislation.

In fact, in several prominent in-
stances, such as the immigration re-
form bill, the committee waived all
points of order except those arising
under the unfunded mandate statute.

Mr. Chairman, the Committee on
Rules has an excellent track record of
adherence to the principles of the un-
funded mandates law in this 105th Con-
gress as well. The experience of the
House with the Nuclear Waste Policy
Act is illustrative of the fact that the
Committee on Rules prefers not to
waive the mandates point of order, but
rather prefers to force the committees
of jurisdiction to defend their work
product on the floor of this House and
then let the House work its will.

With 2 years of positive experience
with the unfunded mandates procedure
in the public sector as our foundation,
the Committee on Rules is compelled
to recommend H.R. 3534 to the House as
an improvement to our proceedings.

Under current law, CBO is only re-
quired to estimate the direct costs of
all Federal private sector mandates
that exceed $100 million, and the
amount of Federal financial assistance,
if any, provided by the legislation to
assist with the compliance costs.

The bill before the House amends the
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act to re-
quire committee reports on bills or
joint resolutions to include a state-
ment from CBO estimating the impact
of private sector mandates on consum-
ers, on workers, on small businesses,
including any disproportionate impact
in particular regions or on particular
industries within those regions. It
would subject such legislation to a
point of order if it is not feasible for
the CBO to prepare such an estimate,
as well.

Current law only allows a point of
order against consideration of a bill,
joint resolution or amendment, motion
or conference report if it exceeds $50
million in direct costs in Federal man-
dates on intergovernmental (State and
local governments), unless that man-
date is paid for with new Federal finan-
cial assistance. This bill would prohibit
the consideration of the legislation
containing private sector mandates
whose direct costs exceed $100 million
and thereby expand the available
points of order under the landmark
law.

The bill further constrains the Chair
from recognizing more than one point
of order with respect to private sector
mandates for any one bill, joint resolu-
tion, amendment, motion or conference
report. It is anticipated that one point
of order, one 20-minute debate, and one
vote is sufficient to encapsulate the de-
bate on the private sector mandates
contained in any one legislative meas-
ure.

The bill also contains a provision
during the markup of the Committee
on Rules as an amendment by our
friend, the vice chairman of the com-
mittee, the gentleman from California
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